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ANNUAL REPORT
To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives:
The Board of Probation herewith respectfully submits its twenty-fourth annual 
report for the year ending September 30, 1932.
The resignation of the Hon. Herbert C. Parsons as Commissioner of Probation 
was regretfully accepted by the Board as of January 12.
Mr. Parsons first became interested in probation work in 1912 when Chief 
Justice Aiken, of the Superior Court, appointed him a member of the then Com­
mission on Probation. Upon the resignation of Mr. Edwin Mulready, October 15, 
1914, the Commission appointed Mr. Parsons deputy commissioner, at which 
time he resigned as a member.
During Mr. Parsons’ seventeen years as executive officer he has done pioneer 
work in acquainting the public with the possible effectiveness of probation as a 
treatment for juvenile and adult offenders. He constantly strove to place the 
practice of this preventive device in the administration of criminal justice on a 
high plane and, locally and nationally, is a leading authority of the principle of 
intelligent rehabilitation of those maladjusted persons who are potential liabilities 
to the community. He carried to fruition the establishment of a state wide central 
court record bureau in the Board’s office; he was an important factor in organizing 
and coordinating the probation service in this Commonwealth and in other com­
munities; a man of great eloquence and force as speaker and as writer, of rare 
judgment and high principles, he has done much for this branch of the state service.
The Board of Probation at this time wishes to express officially its appreciation 
of the many close contacts with this true gentleman and to wish Mr. Parsons long 
life and every success in his future undertakings.
Mr. Albert B. Carter, since 1929 Assistant to the Commissioner, was appointed 
Acting Commissioner January 13, and, by unanimous vote of the Board, May 11, 
was named-Commissioner. Mr. Carter is a graduate of the Harvard Law School 
and a meiifiTer_ef'th^Massachusetts Bar.
In full ■appreciation of the necessity for stringent economy in administrative 
expenses, the Board dedicated itself to a program of intelligent economy by cur­
tailing where practicable and resisting the temptation to enlarge its activities 
program for 1932.
As‘a;c<jns?qujqrfQe of this necessity, the position of Assistant to the Commissioner 
has not beeh filled-; *.a -more simplified annual report devoid of numerous detailed 
tables takes the place of the more elaborate publications of former years; six 
regional probation conferences have been held instead of eight as heretofore; the 
annual state Spring conference was postponed until the Fall and replaced the usual 
Fall conference and dinner in Boston; and finally, office reorganization and the 
installation of a photostat machine have eliminated the necessity for securing 
additional clerical assistance to care for an ever-increasing consultation of court 
records, a service which is unique to this Commonwealth and an invaluable aid to 
the probation service.
In view of the Commissioner’s comments on the probation figures for this year, 
the Board in its brief report will not do more than summarize the totals.
In 1931 there were 929 more persons placed on probation in the Commonwealth 
than in the past year with its 33,993 persons given this treatment. The probation 
population, or those remaining on probation, September 30, indicates the number
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actually under supervision. On this date there were 24,638 probationers in 
Massachusetts, an increase of 291 and a new high in case load numbers — a fact 
making more obvious the need for additional equipment in an ever-expanding 
field. Although there were approximately 49 more probation surrenders and 
defaults this year, the number of probation cases satisfactorily completed by filing 
or discharge exceeded by 452 the number so disposed of in 1931. Fewer drunken­
ness arrests (3,242) were made during the past year than in the prior one, with a 
verv slight variation in the number of drunkenness arrest releases by probation 
officers.'' It is not surprising that 1932’s collection total, through probation officers, 
of upwards of §1,600,000 should be less by some $320,000, than that collected for 
non-support, suspended fines and restitution in 1931. There was an increase of 
$15,000 in the cost of the probation service for the Commonwealth during the past 
vear, made up of an increase of approximately $20,000 in the cost of the several 
probation offices and a $5,000 decrease in operation costs of the Board’s office.
The probation service has had a real test placed upon it this year. With only 
145 full-time officers, many of whom have inadequate clerical assistance, where 
the lack is not entire, the results of such an army of 34,000 probationers, coupled 
with the reduction in the number of sentences to penal institutions, speak remark­
ably well for the practical administration of probation in the Commonwealth. 
Thè Board endeavors to keep in close contact with the individual probation officers 
through visits by its executive officer and correspondence with the courts, and at 
all times places its facilities at the disposal of the several probation offices and 
judges in an effort to keep the service at a high level. Where there has been co­
operation the results have proved to be of benefit to the service. The Board 
sincerely hopes that this attitude will continue its growth.
Respectfully submitted,
B .  L o r i n g  Y o u n g , Chairman R o b e r t  E. G o o d w i n
M a r t  E. D r i s c o l l  D a n i e l  J .  L y n e
A r t h u r  P .  S t o n e  Board of Probation.
REPORT OF THE COMMISSIONER
To the Honorable Board of Probation:
The first report of your recently appointed executive officer for the year ending 
September 30, 1932, is hereby submitted.
D e f i n i t i o n
Probation has been described as “a process of treatment, prescribed by the 
court for persons convicted of offences against the law, during which the individual 
on probation lives in the community and regulates his own life under conditions 
imposed by the court . . . and is subject to supervision by a probation officer.”
Probation is fundamentally an effort of the courts to safeguard the community 
by constructive supervision of certain persons appearing before them for violation 
of the laws. Probation officers are the instrumentality through and by which 
these rehabilitation programs are carried out in the community. Such officers 
must be endowed with intelligence, courage, and resourcefulness to achieve a 
modicum of success with their charges.
C a s e  S t o r i e s
Herewith are submitted a few case stories illustrative of typical probation work:
Robert, eighteen years old, was found guilty of breaking and entering in the 
nighttime. The prosecution requested a jail sentence; the probation officer 
recommended probation, as his investigation showed good home environment, 
an intelligent mother, father dead, and no job. The “breaks” had been com­
mitted to secure accessories to keep a worn-out automobile on the road.
Placed on probation, the car disposed of, a job secured, and regular attend­
ance at night school, have made Robert an asset.
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What effect a jail sentence would have had on the boy is conjectural, but it 
could not have had a more satisfactory result than that obtained through the 
intelligent guidance of the probation officer.
Henry, forty-two years old, was known to the courts since twelve years of 
age, for larceny, drunkenness and non-support. Fines and short jail terms 
brought no constructive results. Finally, for failing to support his wife and 
child, Henry was sentenced to a long term in the House of Correction, the 
sentence was suspended and he was placed in the care of the probation officer. 
Henry, shielded by his mother and brothers, was uncooperative. A warrant 
issued for his arrest; he left the Commonwealth, but eventually returned 
after the probation officer had explained the situation to Henry’s family and 
had written him. After many personal contacts, Henry was induced to 
stop drinking and re-establish his home, and for over a year, he and his wife 
have been conducting a bakery business with some success and much happiness.
Elizabeth, thirty-eight years old, was placed on probation on a charge of 
adultery. Hers was a broken home — separated from her husband, four 
children committed to the State Department of Public Welfare, one child in 
a state hospital and a daughter living with her aunt. Elizabeth was arrested 
while living with a married foreigner whose family was in the old country. 
Her outlook was discouraging. However, through the probation officer a 
married brother was located who took her into his home. Supervised closely, 
Elizabeth did well for several months, when she became restless. A change 
was made and Elizabeth was placed with her daughter. Her restlessness has 
left her; she is doing domestic work in a local family; is reunited with one 
child and respectably self-supporting.
James, a man.of education and refinement, was married and the father of a 
small child. He had, as he expressed it, “reached the end of his rope” with 
his wife whom he pictured as a woman of extravagant tastes and practices. 
He wished to arrange with the probation officer to forward payments each 
week to his wife, as he was going to get away from it all. He was told to 
bring in his wife. She appeared with him on the following night and both 
told their stories, and, as usual, there was much to be said on both sides. The 
probation officer listened and then gave both to understand that they had 
certain obligations to their child. The probation officer budgeted their 
income, obtained from the wife the promise she would open no more charge 
accounts, and interceded with a number of merchants in another town to 
whom they owed money, assuring them of eventual payment.
Several months have passed, the couple are out of debt, have a fair sum in 
the bank and the wife is satisfied for the first time in their married life. The 
husband is finding happiness in the home and all accomplished without a 
court appearance or its attendant publicity.
Lawrence, seventeen years old, with good but over-indulgent parents, was 
in court three times within a year for breaking and entering. The parents of 
Lawrence appealed the findings of the district court on his first appearance. 
The superior court probation officer placed Lawrence in a new environment 
but his parents were uncooperative and took him home, during which period 
he was apprehended for larceny and committed to the industrial school. 
Lawrence and a companion escaped after several weeks, stole two automobiles, 
entered several houses and went into a neighboring state where they were 
apprehended. On their return Lawrence was surrendered and sentenced to 
the Concord Reformatory.
F o r m a t i o n  o f  t h e  B o a r d
Although statutory probation was established in the Commonwealth in 1878 — 
upwards of fifty years ago — probation as a positive factor in the administration 
of criminal justice in Massachusetts was put to comparatively slight use during its
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first thirty years, chiefly because the courts knew little of its possibilities. Proba­
tion laws had been enacted without sustained or constructive study being made as 
to their practical application. As a result of Governor Guild’s forceful message 
recommending centralized supervision, the legislature in 1908 enacted the statute 
forming your Board of five unpaid members appointed by the Chief Justice of the 
Superior Court, for the exchange of information between the courts and the organ­
ization and coordination of the probation system in the Commonwealth.
O r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  S u p e r v i s i o n
The task of reorganizing the probation system was begun soon after your body 
was formed in 1908 and continued steadily for some ten years until the state-wide 
organization now attaining was established, of at least one probation officer in 
every court, with equipment, expense and appointment in the control of the 
judiciary. One phase of your Commissioner’s work has been to prevent impair­
ment of this set-up. To this end legislation has been followed carefully. Your 
Board, through its Chairman, has been of invaluable aid in enlightening legislative 
committees whenever petitions, detrimental to the administration of the service, 
have been filed. Measures designed to benefit probation work have been initiated 
and supported.
Your executive officer has visited nearly all the courts and probation offices in 
the Commonwealth, conferring with judges and probation officers regarding their 
probation problems and leaving with them solution suggestions secured in his 
visits to other courts having analogous situations. He has been able to suggest 
to some and secure from others, methods and technique found to be of practical 
value in probation work.
Following the appointment of an officer the Commissioner has made a point of 
visiting the appointee and remaining as long as necessary to give a background to 
the work and its application to practical probation problems — subsequent to 
which visit the officer spends part of a day in the central office. In this way a new 
officer secures a fair idea of thé state organization and the necessary and vital part 
he shares in the integrated preventive and reconstruction program.
Your present Commissioner’s predecessor initiated publication of a news bulletin 
which has been named the “Crossroads,” for distribution to the service and con­
taining items having probation interest. Also, through his efforts, the purchase 
of mimeograph and photostatic machines was brought about, adding greatly to 
the more efficient and economical conduct of your office.
The growing practice by officers and other officials interested in the service of 
consulting your office regarding matters related to probation work is gratifying 
and tends to make uniform and coordinated a service susceptible to wide variations 
in practice and policies.
Where it has been necessary to lay down constructive rules or policies of general 
or specific application, you have not hesitated to do so, much to the benefit of the 
service.
C o n f e r e n c e s
As a further means of sustaining the morale and efficiency of the service, pro­
bation conferences have been called by you, all of which have been well and enthu­
siastically attended.
The annual state-wide one-day meeting was held in Boston, November 12, 1931, 
its program being general in scope. The morning session was devoted to juvenile 
delinquency led by experts in the field, with discussion participated in by the 
officers. Juvenile investigations and examinations, adjusting the juvenile from 
the viewpoint of the industrial schools, and the recommendations of the report of 
the Massachusetts Commission to Study the Laws Relative to Children, were among 
the more prominent subj ects under discussion. The afternoon sessions were devoted 
to adult problems of unemployment, old age assistance, office organization and 
equipment, problems of new officers and a resumé of probation as reported by the 
National Commission on Law Enforcement. During the evening the judiciary, 
the district attorneys and the Registry of Motor Vehicles were represented by 
speakers, each of whom gave illuminating addresses on the accomplishments of
6 P.D. 85
the probation service and indicated directions in which it could be of even greater 
service.
Six regional conferences were held throughout the Commonwealth during April 
and May. These gatherings of small groups of officers for luncheon and an after­
noon session permit of informal discussion of local problems, organization and 
programs, as well as details of cooperation between your office and the several 
local offices. The justices were invited to the conferences and their presence 
added greatly to the value of the meetings.
The annual Spring conference, customarily held at a state institution, was omitted 
this year in the interests of economy and will replace the annual Fall conference.
R e c o r d  B u r e a u
The central court record bureau was begun in 1914 when the record reporting 
system was organized as to Suffolk County courts; in 1916 the system was extended 
to the adjoining metropolitan courts and, in 1924, became state-wide in scope. 
The bureau, dependent on the probation personnel for its growth and maintenance 
of accuracy, is of continuously increasing value since it gives instantly to an in­
quiring officer complete and accurate information of prior court and institutional 
records (or lack) as an aid to investigation and recommendation to the court. 
This phase of your work has been developed, through the years, to a high degree 
of efficiency in this central office and to a thorough knowledge of its value on the 
part of the great majority of probation officers and judges. In the Superior Court 
it is an established rule not to dispose of any case without this additional infor­
mation from your office. Inquiries for court records have increased from 40,000 
in 1924 to 180,000 this year. The growth in use has been phenomenal. This 
year, at your direction, the Commissioner made a thorough canvass of the situation, 
resulting in material elimination of duplication, unnecessary and unauthorized 
consultation of records, but, despite this reasonable check reference to your central 
bureau continues to increase. The Commonwealth is the envy of other state 
probation systems in that it is unique in furnishing its courts with cumulative 
court records as to offences committed within its confines.
S t a t i s t i c s
Following your suggestion of economy, tables giving annual figures for each of 
the several courts are not included in this year’s report. However, these detailed 
statistics have been compiled and are available.
Cases Placed on Probation. The total figure of 33,993 cases placed on probation 
in the Commonwealth during the past year is distributed as follows:
Juveniles Adults
Boys Girls Men Women Total
District Courts 3,647 346 25,544 2,269 31,806
Superior Court 85 é 1,952 143 2,187
Aggregate . . . . . . . . . .  33,993
The aggregate figure is less by some 929 persons given this treatment last 
year. However, daily record cards received from the several courts show a like 
diminution indicative of a decrease in the number of criminal cases prosecuted in 
1932.
The distribution of cases placed on probation, by counties in order of population 
size, follows:
County 
Middlesex 
Suffolk . 
Essex 
Worcester 
Bristol 
Hampden 
Norfolk
6,864
13,348
2,499
2,527
2,440
1,712
1,771
County 
Plymouth 
Berkshire 
Hampshire 
Franklin . 
Barnstable 
Dukes 
Nantucket
1,410
502
569
1 1 2
170
51
19
Total 33,993
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It is interesting to note that a trifle more than one-third, or 34%, of the nearly
34,000 persons placed on probation were given straight probation; in other words 
they were placed in the care of the probation officer for a definite period under 
certain conditions but without having been sentenced, while two-thirds, or 66%, 
were sentenced to imprisonment or to pay a fine, execution of which sentence was 
suspended and the convicted person placed on probation. The latter figure is 
made up of 31% with suspended prison sentences and 35% suspended fines to 
enable instalment payments of fines imposed in the overwhelming number of cases 
of motor vehicle violations.
Of those persons placed on probation on straight terms and under suspended 
prison sentences, more than one-half (56%) were under supervision of probation 
officers six months or less; one-quarter (27%) were under supervision from six 
months to one year, with approximately one-fifth (17%) exceeding a year’s super­
vision.
Probation by Offences. There is a noticeable increase in the number of persons 
given probation on conviction of motor vehicle offences, due no doubt to the time 
element in securing money for payment of fines. Offences closely related to the 
family life, such as desertion, non-support and drunkenness, show a decided decrease 
as to treatment by probation; the same is true as to offences ordinarily associated 
with juveniles, such as trespassing, breaking and entering, malicious mischief, 
and the like, but the so-called “sex” cases have increased generally, as also those 
cases having to do with fraudulent concealment and conveyance of property, 
receiving stolen property, etc.
Drunkenness Arrests and Releases. Persons arrested for drunkenness numbered 
72,292 in the Commonwealth last year, of which number 34,097 or 47% were 
released by probation officers under the authority given them by section 45 of 
chapter 272, General Laws. Some few courts do not believe in the release policy 
and consequently these officers hold for arraignment and disposition by the court 
all persons arrested for drunkenness. There continues to be a wide variance in the 
practice of the release from lockups by probation officers of persons who have 
“not four times before been arrested for drunkenness within the preceding twelve 
months.”
Probation Population. The number of persons remaining on probation Septem­
ber 30, 1932, is 24,638 and constitutes probationers under supervision in the 
communities of the Commonwealth for various violations of the laws. The Superior 
Court shows a greater number on probation than formerly with the increase con­
fined to male adults in the amount of 403, together with an increase in the total of 
adult males in the other courts of approximately 311. There was a decrease of 
423 in the probation population of juveniles and of female adults. The distribution 
of these probationers is as follows:
Juveniles Adults Total
Males 3,004 18,963 21,967
Females 504 2,167 2,671
Aggregate 24,638
Probation Results. Following is a summary of probation results in all courts 
as to those surrendered as being unsatisfactory, those who, while on probation, 
have defaulted and for whose arrest warrants have been issued, and those proba­
tioners whose cases have been filed or discharged, indicating satisfactory behavior 
during the probationary term:
Surrendered
Defaulted
Filed
Superior Court D istrict Courts Total 
342 1,174 1,516
87 2,750 2,837
1,181 25,302 26,483
Per cent 
4.9 
9.2 
85.8
There was an increase in the Superior Court surrenders, with a decrease in the 
lower courts. A slight decrease is noted in the number of defaults in the upper 
court, while a corresponding increase manifested itself in the district courts. The 
total number of cases filed or discharged (26,483) shows an increase of 452 over 
last year.
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Collection of Moneys Under Orders of the Court. The moneys comprise collec­
tions by probation officers in non-support cases and all fines or moneys ordered 
paid by the court in instalments and during which period the person so fined is 
placed in the care of the officers. The amount so collected totaled $1,645,669 as 
compared to $1,966,501 in 1931. The smaller amount collected this year is not 
indicative of defaults in payments, but rather is attributable to issuance of fewer 
non-support complaints and orders smaller in amount, in keeping with the times, 
and, further, to the general practice of reduction in the amount of the fines sus­
pended. The service is not an agency which exacts its “pound of flesh.” On the 
contrary, it seeks to assist the probationer and to keep the court informed as to 
the probationer’s ability to live up to the orders of the court.
Cost of the Probation Service. The entire cost of the Commonwealth’s probation 
service for the past year was $679,818, which is approximately $15,000 in excess of 
last year’s expenditures. Your Board’s program of economies resulted in a net 
expenditure saving of $4,730 without material sacrifice of efficiency. The increased 
expenditure of $19,790 in the probation service of the district and superior courts 
in the main is caused by added clerical assistance in the several offices to the extent 
of $16,000. This is a gratifying indication of a further realization of the impor­
tance of active investigation and supervision and the need for systematic methods 
in an ever-expanding field of human endeavor.
C o n c l u s i o n
The sustained use of probation furnishes abundant need for increased faith in 
its possibilities and renewed courage to move forward to greater service.
As a means of stimulating the probation officers in their work and impressing 
on them the place the service occupies in the general process of criminal justice, 
your Commissioner recommends for consideration the desirability of a probation 
course to be conducted under the auspices of your Board. The course would be 
mainly lectures with opportunities for discussion of practical problems. Topics 
covering the major organs concerned with the administration of criminal justice 
might be discussed. Case work technique, including paper work, investigation, 
supervision and program planning, should also be included. Such a course would 
be of invaluable help to the service and particularly to those newer entrants, the 
greater number of whom come into the work without previous training and without 
any later opportunity to secure it other than through subsequent experience, visits 
to and from the Commissioner and attendance at the several conferences.
Your executive officer cannot adequately express his deep appreciation of the 
signal honor accorded him in being named to succeed the Hon. Herbert C. 
Parsons, resigned, a figure of national prominence in the probation field and a 
person beloved by the probation officers of the Commonwealth for his devotion to 
their cause.
Respectfully submitted,
A l b e r t  B. C a r t e r , Commissioner.
Boston, August, 1933.
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CHANGES IN THE SERVICE
Berkshire Southern District. John W. Cropper, probation officer in this court 
since 1918, died November 11, 1931. Mr. Cropper was a conscientious and untiring 
probation officer. His place has been filled by the appointment of Paul \V. Foster.
Boston Municipal. The probation service has lost one of its outstanding and 
most highly respected officers through the death of Francis A. McCarthy which 
occurred on December 5, 1931. He was a deputy chief probation officer and had 
served the court since 1917. His loss is keenly felt by all.
A. Arthur Capone was added to the staff of this court on January 25, 1932.
Dukes County District. Archibald Mellen, appointed probation officer January 1, 
1931, died March 26, 1932. His term of service was short but he took great 
interest in his work. Philip J. Norton was appointed temporarily to the vacancy 
and resigned upon the appointment of Hosea S. Look on June 16, 1932.
Middlesex Third Eastern District. Arthur L. Lamont was added to the staff of 
this court, making a total of five probation officers.
Norfolk Eastern District. Francis J. Fahy had served this district court since 
1912 until his death on October 8, 1931. Although of a very retiring disposition, 
Mr. Fahy had a host of friends who appreciated his sterling characteristics. 
Edward Avery, son of Judge Albert E. Avery of this court, was appointed Mr. 
Fahy’s successor.
South Boston M unicipal. Clayton H. Parmelee, probation officer since 1911, 
was retired on September 30, 1932. A reception was tendered Mr. Parmelee by 
his friends and associates who extolled his many kindly qualities and his fine 
characteristics.
Patrick J. Hurley, assistant in the probation office, was appointed to fill the 
vacancy on October 1,1932, and, at the same time, Edward L. Byrne was added to 
the staff as an assistant probation officer.
Springfield District. This court’s need of an additional officer was met by Judge 
Heady, who appointed Miss Ruth Belding as a probation officer in his court on 
April 15, 1932.
Superior Court. The judges of the Superior Court have made the following 
appointments as additional officers in the respective courts.
Luther B. Gaines to the Middlesex Superior Court.
AArarren H. Mitchell to the Norfolk-Plymouth Superior Courts.

